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examine and compare the reading strategies used by a group of *
proficient (P) readers and a group of retarded (R) readers, both of
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vere observed although the size of the groups was too small to permit
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indicated; group R made more miscues and showed less efficient use of
graphic and phonemic cues,; during the reading of the first third of
. the text, the R group showed strength in the use of syntactic and
semantic cues equal to or greater than that of the P group; and in
successive segments of the text, the R group's use of cueing systems
declined markedly. (WR) }




o
US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF )
EDUCATION
Ty L DOCLAENT AN BEEN RE PR L4
v R RECE LB EROK

L ) o .

O \ ) .
;}\ A PSYCHOLINGUISTIC COMPARISON OF ORAL READING
oD ' . .

D _ BEHAVIOR OF PROFICIENT AND REMEDIAL READERS

. : A THESIS ' ' o

SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY
OF "THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BﬁUCATION
| oF .
’ N RUTGERS UNIVERSI%Y

THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW JERSEY

‘BY
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS cuPY
' RIGHTED MATERIAL HMAS BEEN GRANTED BY
DEBORAH P. BRODY Debarah P. Brody .

IN PARTIAL, FULFILLMENT OF THE 1O ERIC AND DRGANIZATIONS OPERATING

UNDFR AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIDNAL IN
STHTUTE OF EDUCATION FURTHER REPRO
DUCTION OUTSIDE THE ERIC SYSTEM RE

OWNER

R'EQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE QUIRES PEAMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT

OF

MASTER OF EDUCATION

¢ !

- . . ‘ .

NEW BRUNSWICK, NEW JERSEY

t

OCTOBER 1973

A : ‘. /i' :
. APPROVED: //7///. < Z/ /2 - K < ey

jf:{)/\{ [ é})n/l; _

- Tt TTDERN: T W S

Vool D0 s s
AT IR

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Vi \



e

o——— . —— . . PO f e e . e et A — -

<y

)
AGKN?WLEDGMENTS

I gratefully acknowledge Dr. Martin Xling and-
[ . N : .
Trika Burke for their suggestions and guidance. Many

1

thanks to Gloria Lukacs for her sbecial talent in reducing
problems. ' i

My.deepest appreciation is extendéd to'my chil-
dren, Edward and Rébecca, whose thoughtfulness and love

make life a joy. And, most of all, I thank my husband,

‘ . .
Phil, whose love and assistance in many ways made all this
¢ .

'possible;

ii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

LIST OF TABLES .+ v o + o o o v« v v .

Chapter
I. BACKGRQUND OF PROBLEM
‘ Need gor the. Study
Statemént of the Problem . :
Limitat‘ions of the Studg .
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Oral.ﬁeading 6f Retarged Readers

Oral.Reading of Normal Readers

- Goodman's, Psycholinguistic ‘Model of
-Reading . . .

Studies Based on the Goodman Taxonomy
Summa}y- o ‘ | »
. III. PROCEDURE e e
Subjects
Méterials

Method . 1 £ .

Data Analysis

_ (IV. RESULTS . . oo e o oem

Proficient Group--Individual Analyses

iii

L

Page

ii

12

19

22

28

30
30
32
33
34
39

39



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)
Chapter . . 1 | - Page
Remedial Group——Individual Analyses. . . . . 48
Group Means for the Total Text . . . . . . . 57

Group Means for the Varying Portions: :
of the Text . . . . . '« . . . . . . + . .. 62

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND DISCUSSION . . . . . .66

. Sdmmary e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 66
" { .
]
! Discussion and Conclusions . . . . . . . . . 66
Suggestions for Further Research . . . . . . 71

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . .+ « + + o o v v v o v o v o o 72

APPENDIXES
A, Test Story . . . +« ¢ ¢ v ¢ ¢ v « B o o v o 76
B. Retelling Sheets . . . . . . « . o . . . . . . 86

C. Sample Scoring Sheet . . . e e e e e 90

D. sSample.Coding Sheet . . . . . . . . . . v . . 93

iv




LIST OF TABLES

¢
Descriptive and Educational Informaticon .

Miscue Behavior o©f Nancy . . . . . . . .
Miscue Behavior of Catﬁ& . e e . ; e o .
Miscue Behavior of Linda . . . . . . . .
Miscue Behaviorvof Linn + + + o+ . 4 e e

Miscue Behavior of Lisa . . . . . « . . .

Miscue Behavior of Margaret . . : . . . .

- Mean Miscue Behavior of Group R and Group

Over Varying Portions of the Text and the
Total Text . .« ¢« « ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢« « + o

Retelling Scores fcr Group R and Grbup P

Page

31

<. 42
. . 45
. . 49
. . 52
. . 55
. . 58
. . 59
. 63



APPENDIX A

TEST STORY




ey

CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND OF PROBLEM

Most educators concerned with reading haye limited
their studies almost exclusively to msthodology of reading
instruction (Weber, 1968). Recsntly,,a more dynamic and
constructive research approdch towards K reading has devel-
oped; a concern not with methods but with snderstanding
the reading process itself. As linguists have developed
models of language acqu1s1tlon, psyghollngulsts have
developed models of the readihg process. Reading is con-
sidered by psycholinguists to be the receptive phase of
written language (Goodman, 19695.

Studies of }eﬁediailreaders have often-been con-
cerned with finding a specific aspéct of the etiology_of
the problem, such as visual acuity, auditory discrimina-
tion, speech and artibulation'probléms, eye movements,
vitaminAdeficisncy{ endocrine conditions, cerebral domi-
nance, and laterai dominance (Smith & Dechanit, 1961).
These attempts to assign a cause-and-effect relationship

to reading disabilities, with a resultant rigid classifi-

. -satior wi.deficient readers, may discourege atrlysis of

L}

individual weaknesses in ths reading process itself.

- — s
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This, in turn, especially when tbe classification imblies
an-irrever;ible deficit, eﬁfectively dim;nishes,éfforts to
reduce the'symptoms:

Summing.up the vast amount of research on causes

of reading retardation, Samuels (1973) notes:

. . the bulk of the research fails to add up to
much: (a) the research has been piecemelal in its
approach rather than systematic; (b) the matched-
group designs generally used in these studies were
inadequate; (c¢) the students were used for research
after they had been identified as having a reading
problem rather than before, thus masking what is cause
and what is effect; (d) numerous studies have invés-
tigated variables which are not components of a-
learning model of reading acquisition; (e) diagnostic
labels were used, which imply that causes of the read-

’ ing problem were known; and (f) sources of unreliabil-
ity .in achievement-expectahcy formulas, reading-
achievement tests, and intelligence tests have

‘ ., resulted in invalid research results and conclusions
. [p. 208]. . :

. » . [ .

A 4 A child is considered to have a reading disability

’ : ’ !

) ( '~ if he is reading at least cne year below his grade expec-'

tancy (Harris, 1961). A reading disability is said to .
. . . ~
N exist when, R ‘
despite adequate instruction, absence of emotional
problems-which may interfere with learning, adequate
attendance, a cooperative child, and gbsence of sen-
sory impairment, there is a discrepancy between the
reading achievement level and some measurement of

. potential ability [Samuels,. 1973, p. 204].
Some of the characteristics attributed to the
-reading behavior of the child with a reading disability
: /

: |
— s - .are that_hc will usually make suhstitutions 'in easy

vocabulary, obcasionaIly‘skip words, will .try.to read




_ digcussion

. . v
words by their total configuratiop, and will guessjy often
inaccurately, from context. He will hot have a systematic
means of word attack and will.make little use of sounds ot
of sﬁructuralvahalysis skills EKottmeYer, 1959) . This
imélies that the morélseverely disabled the reader, the
more the above' characteristics will be exhibited. Evi-
de?cés of any of the above deviations from the text are
often cbn;idéred-as absolute errors even when they do not
impair  the meaning of what is being read.
What happens to the child having.difficulty in
reading? ée is.frequently ¢iven phonic rules :as well as

appropriate isolated words to teach him "word attack

skills." . Sight word lists axe also presented with the

expectation that by}ﬁemorizing these word lists, his read-

'ing will improve. Thus, he may be "taught" to lose inter-

est in regdiﬁg, and languége development may be stifled
because he is rr.ading highly‘synghetic materials where
of the .story is virtually impossible. Another

-, ‘ ,
not uncommon situation (especially in the middle grades)

is that‘thq‘deficient reader is presented with material

[N v 4 -

which ii too far beyond-his reading competence. This,

- o ’ - q . )
tbo, leads to loss of interest in reading and promotes an
. N o ) - .
+

association between reading and failure., The problem
- >

e . . (3 .
readex is not given ‘the samegopportunlty as more profi-

—— . — -

Lo SRR L T ;
cient readers to participate actively in reading by using
o » . .

i)
S
e - a

RO
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\his own language ability and previous e#perience.
f. It 1s suggested above that widely used teachiﬁg
techniques are often not only ineffectual_but may léad
A - -to a solidification of a deficaient reader's problem. Ir
- view of éhe fact'that a child enters school with well--'
-déveloped language abilities 1Ruddell, 1976; Wardhaugh,
1971), the methods of. teaching }eading are véry artifi-
cial. .Teachers farely take advantage, when teach;?g
réading,Aqf the strategies that chil@ren havg alréédy
acquired and which they exhibit Jn ﬁheii orai lénguage M
; | . (qudmén, 1972) . School-age chiidren use the byn£actic
n‘and.geménfic'cdﬁstraints of the language,.demonﬁtrdte
realistié expectation of séntence patterns, ard show an
qbii%}y to uFilizé_the redundancy of the spoken‘méééage
(Goodman, 1965; Ruddell, 1970; Wardhaugh, 1971). If
‘ - 5 new methods are to bée developed, a better understandiné

, ’
of the reading process of all readers must first be
. [ 4

obtained. L
. . )r
N Need for the Study
. ' = ,
- The most widely used® tests of children'"s reading

ability provide, primarily, an indication of the reading
grade level of the nndividuglO They do not provide mea-

. ' 1,

o A o surements of qualitat}ve differences, Jétween rveaders at
. N s : , ' -~
the same’grade level, reflectivg weaknesbes and - strengthc
: . Ve
oo « 1in the individuals' reading process. "Most diagnostic

4
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tools (as the Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty, 1997,

-

or the Gates-McKillop Reading Diagnostic Tests, 1962) a1«
.

word recognition and phonics tests’ that narrowiy determine
1}

O’ -
the relative efficiency of the individual being tested tc
: ]

utilize grapho-phonemic relatiohships. _This would assume

, g .-
that phqnibs is, if not the only problem, the major stum-
» , .« . , -
bling block_in’?he way of yéafning to read. This assump-
. tion, along'witﬁ theiiimited tésts aVailabié, may wéll
’ _ result in remedlétién\e}fort being cénfined to phonics

1
L/
4

training. - : -

o~

Many studies of retarded readers have included a

<
~ Y , e,

‘bias concerned wath identifying a particular etiology or

primary causative factor of the retardation (Samuels,

.1973). These studies, too, tend to diminish recognition

of Individual variation in the reading process of* defi-

-

cient readers and promote narrow, if any, direction
towards remediation effdrts. >,
An increasing number of studies concerned with\

understanding the reading process itself (Biemiller, 1971;

-

a

- ”"Y. Goodman, 1967; Goodman & Burke, 1969; Gutknecht, 1971;
‘MenosKy, 1971; ‘Weber, 1970a) strongly suggest that

"although all readers utilize their linguistic skills when
. . P . L

. - . i’s - "' * - . . . . .
reading, there 1w considerable variation between the indi-

viduals' utilization of linguistic'strétegies as they

""‘”‘“““l‘éari}"‘to read. - . AP -
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The development of'a diagnoétic tool with a suf-
ficiently unbiased approach would be needed to recognize
usefulldifferences beEween the reading process of indi-
viduals or between retardéd and normal readers, Thev
Reading Miscue Iuventory (RM;) by_!..Goodman and Burke
(1972a) may be an.adeguétely Eroad and sensitive research
tool to yield a descrﬁption and aralysis of the reading

‘ %

behavior of individuals toward this end.
o

Statement of the Problem

The present study is an effort to use the RMI to
.compare individﬁal retarded and normai readéfs. Do the
retardedAreaders, i.e., reading at least unel§ear below
their grade expectancy, utilize their linguistic compe-
tence simiiarly and to the same extent as proficient

readers reading on the same-level? This is the guestion

to Which the present study is directed.

‘Limitations of the Study

| This study has several limitationé. The sample
size;is small, consi;ting of only threé.individuals in
e?chﬁof-thé_two groups studied. The subjects are all
. femaie, c;ucasian, public school students of economically
hiddle-élass fam{lies. A‘limitation'imﬁdéed by the. design

of the study is that the two groups differ in age. and edu- '

" Y
cational experience

i
-
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These limitations, while ‘allowing a descfiptive
5halysié for individual and group perrormances, préclude
rigorous statistical analysis and generalizations com-
paring rétaided and"ﬂormal readers. Fur%her, while the
limitaﬁidns would not permit a definitive statement as to
the utility of the RMI as a diagnostic tool, the study

should indicate the likelihood of its havinq such use.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

_ This search .is limited to a survey of studigs,in
oral reading errors of retéfded, average, and superior
readers; a description of the psYCholinguistic model of
reading proposed by K. S. Goodman (1968); and sfudieé
based on the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Miscues (1969) .
An effort was made to note those‘studies most pertinent
to an examination of the oral';e@ding errors made by -

S

retarded readers.

Ooral Reading.of Retarded Readers

Reading,”like all laﬁguage processes, involves
syntax and semantics. Oﬁe'measure of young readers' use
of constrainté.imposed by their language may be done by
the analysis of their'bral reading errors. Weber's exteé—
sive review article on oral readiang errors (1968) revealed
that vefy little research had been done on the study of
written words as 1in§uist1c units represented graphically.

. { .
She concluded that inaccurate responses have usualkly been .
consideréd to be 'indications of perceptual inacguracies or-
evidence of poor vocabulary'rather than responses generated

by a reader's expectations based on his knowledge of the
/ :



constraints imposed by.gfammaticél structure. In addi-
tion, she states that "early discussions of errors rela-
tive to their verbal context only/mentiqned rather than
-éhalyzed the effect of an error on ﬁhe meaning of a sen-
tence [p. 113]."

The early studies concerned with identifying ter-
‘tain types of errors made ‘by rétarded reédefs were greatly
influenced by drton's theory (1928) that the~rétarded
reéde;s were % speéific sub-group of the population whose
failure_to establish dominanck in one hemisphere of the
brain caused reversals of letters (p, g) and of words
(i.e., saw, was). He felt that the analysis of reading
errors, especially reversals, would provide a means of
recognizing retarded reaaers. Studies were done either
as attempts to éupporf or refute Orton's suggestions
" {Davidson, 1934; Hill,.l936; Malmguist, 1958; Monroe,
11932). These studies gave evidence that reversals were”
only.one of several types of errors made py all readers
and that rgversals tended to dis;bpear wifh maturity
(Weber, 1968). |

Although most of ‘the attempts to analyze the oral
reading of }etarded readers were based on the reading of
words presented in isolation, some linguistic inﬁight was
apparent. Payne“(l§30)} in analyzing more than 10,000

4

responses by middle-graders to words tachistoscopically



10

¢

cxposed, emphasized that the grapnic display of a werd is
only one aspect of its properties as a stimulus, even when

displayed in isolation.  She was one of the first to

R

éxpress doubt concerning the value of describing reading
difficulties in terms of reversals. She stated that error
analysis had ‘o consider the quality of the attempt made
by the child, the-lnfluence of other.words being leafned
at the same time as the stimulus word, the frequency of
the stimulus word, énd the graphic—phonemic.simllarity
befween the stimulus word and'other words 1in the language.
Fairbanks (1937) and Swanson (1937), both using
the same method for_analyzing the errors, recorded the
oral reading of a group of good readers and a group of
" poor readers while they read selections. 'The errors were
éategcrized as sdbstitutions, omissions; repetitions, and
mispronunciations. They found that the poor readerélmade
more oral'feéding errors than did the good readers and
altered the‘meanlng'of the text more often than aid the,
good readers. N )
Bennett (1942) prov1ded one of the.few exceptlons
to the type of studles done at this time. She did an
analysis of 34,274 errors of recognition and prénunciation
of 237 basic’words ;ead in context. Her subjects were 710

retarded readers in'the middle grades as they progressed

through 30 remedial lessons. Classification of errors was
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made into nine types concerned wigh substitutions of the

stimulus word and the graphic similarity of the substi- .
A

tuted word. - .She did note, although informally, that domi-

nant letters or word‘parts were important as cues £ word

v

recognition and pronunciafion, and that théfstructure of

.the context was imgdrtant As well. She estimated that 41%

. .

of the errors were "relevant respénses" in that they were
closely associated in thought with the stimulifahd:that, of

the firrele@dnt responses,’' 50% were of the same part 6f
speech as the sfimuli. Of the "relevant résponseSy" only
a very feQ differed .from the stimuli in part of speech.
None éf the 34,274 errérs were nonsense words and there
was a uniformity of errors as indicated by the fact that
only 82 of the 237 words éiicited two or more different
response words. The‘other 155 all elicited only one form
of incorrect respopSe.- This indicated that' the readers
substitutgd wards that were bart of their preQious reading
Vﬁcabulary instead of ‘using grapho-phonemic cues in order
to recognize new words: She did not exam'ne self-correc-
tion behavior formally but her info;mal dZtes show a
greafér awareness than hér contemporaries of the.bfocess
’

of reading. She concluded:

. . It is seen that word recognition and pronuncia-

- tion are complex mental processes in which the neural

centers involved in language usage.play a controlling
part. Errors did not occur in a haphazard way, but
are governed by the context in which the stimuli are
incorporated, and by unfortunate learning habits which

PR
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. e
the pupil Was deve}bped in the process of readlng A
pronounced charac; ristic of pupils, retarded in word
recognition seems to be the- tendency not to inhibit

associated responses until a werd is clearly seen in
all its parts--beginning, middle and ending [pi/38].

)

Oral Reading of Normal Readers

T '

Recent studies have tried to show that the ‘syn-
tactic and semantic constraints evident in oral reading
: P .
indicate that reading is a continyous language process and

)
that most children will correct éheir own errors when dis-

sonance in grammar aﬁd/or'ﬁeaning;oécurs. This applies to
all readers, be‘they proficient, average, or slow (Clay,
1968, 1969; K. S. Goodman, 1965; Y, Goodman, 1967; Good-
man & Burke, 1969; Gutknecht, 1971; Menesky, 19%1; Weber,
r “1‘1970a). K. S. Goodﬁan (}970) analxzed the erroxs of '
\fgurth-graders reading a brief passage and. by analyzin?)
tﬁe miscues (errors) ehowed how these miscues are gove&ned
by the grammatical consFrarats of the language. He also
N reported,(l965)‘that early readers rebdgnized_the words
which appearedvin context with greater aceuracy than when
the same words abpeared in a list. of the words missed on
the list, firet—graders missed only 38% of them in stories,
the second—graders 25%, and the third-graders %?%. Goodman
concluded that the synt&ctic.and semantic coﬁstraints of
the language are incorporated in reading and that reading

is % continuous linguistic procese‘(Goodman, 1968) .

i Y. Goodman (1967), in a longitudinal study of six
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+
6-year-old beginning readers, found that as a reader's
skill inereases, his ability to use grammatical constraints
also increases. She coﬁcluded that the.beginning reader’s
'understanolng of syntax is of greater influence on devel-
opment of readlng prof1c1ency than his semantic under-
standing whlqh is undoubtedly due to the fact thatgln the
early grades%the child's grasp of grammaticaf complexity
e;ceeds that requlred by the wrltten text.

| A major study of oral readlng errors was carried
out by K. S. Goodman and Burke (1969) . They analyzed the

" errors made by second-, fourth-, and sixth-graders who
were proficient'readers, applying the Goodman.Taxonomy
of Reading\@iscues (1969 Errors were divided into two
groeps: those which did not alter syntactlc structure (non-
transformation miscues) and those which did (retransforma-
tion ﬁiscues). The non-transformation miscues reflect the
subject's strong control of the structures of the lan-
guage. At each of the three grade levels they found ‘that
‘there was a tendency to retain the grammatical fuaction of

othe text in the miscue. Even within the retransformation .
miscues where. the subjects changed the text to a more
familiar language péttern;"there was a tendency to retain

- grammatical function with the structural changes involving

such.shifts as in tense or number, or for the intent of

the original structure to be retained while alternate
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forms were deleted or added. The tendency to retain gram-
matical fuhctién in retransforpation miscues was found to
increase from grages 2-6, indicating.the reader's increas-
ing control of the Eng;ish langﬁageJ .
Cl;y (1968), in ekamininé’the ogal reading effors
of beginning readers, indicated tha£ her/above—average ]
' - . readers could be distinguished by their low numﬁéf of
errors and .their use of repetition and self-correction.
The 100 children she tested were taught by a method Whigh
emphasized words in context with no prior teaching of
sounds or words, singly or in lists. Responses were cate-
gorized as true report, error, repetitioh,'or'self-correc—
tion. Relationships between self-corregtion behavior and
the grg;matical acceptability of the error were aanyzed;
The group was dividéd at the end_of thelyear of testing
into quartile groups: High, High Middle, Léw Middle, and
Low by a test of reading progress; The "median child"” of
her high group made one error in every 37.39 words read,
compared with.the "median child" of the low group who made
o one error in everly 2.58 words read; The High and High
Middle group rect&d éne in every three or four errors
while in the Low Middle and- Low groups, self-correction
rates wéré one.-in 8 and one in 20, respectivgly. In a

linguistic analysis of substitution errors (7,683) self-
. . ! . .

~

correction rates were: Low, 11%; Low Middle, 14%; High




.Middle, 28%; and High, " 35%.

She frlt thét the low erfor—high self-correction
rates of the High group resulted from efficient processing
of cues ard the high error-high self-correction of the

f

‘High Middle gréu? indicated that éfférts were being madew
to relate cues and resolve incgnsistencies but the process
was not operating efficiently. 1In analyzing self-correc-
tion behéviof, she concluded that grammatical competency
is.ﬁe significant source of cues for error—éqrrection
strategy for all feadersﬂ

' In addition, she found that the Low groﬁp used
less gfaphic cues than did the High group.. They were more
~ influenced by the semantic constraiﬁts than the graphic
constraints ‘of the text. oo

Weber (1970a) analyzed the ofalkreading errors

made by a firsﬁ-grade class asqthey learned to read from
a basal reading series ovér a period of a school,year.
Very little phonic instruction was given.k The pufpose of
her gnalysis.of orfl éeading errors was to determine the
'strafegies that beginning readers used to identify words.

-

The erfors of weaker readers were compared to those of
y :
stronger readers. The two groups were designated as High

Achievers .and Low Achievers by their reading progress
during the year. This was confirmed by testing the chil-

dren in May with a standardized silent reading test. Most
. ,
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children 1n the High group scored above ggéde level while
the Low group scored at grade level or below.' Thg erroxs
that shé analyzed were substitutions; omissions,., inser-
tions, and reversals. They Were analyzed for grapho-
éhonemiq corregpondencé, grammatical  function, and gram-

‘matic and semantic acceptability. ,

Substitutions comprised 80% of the total errors
with the remaining errors divided almosélequally bétween
omissioﬁs and insertions. Reversalg were rare and not
unique to either reading group. There was little differ-
ence in-the distribution frequency of types oQf errors made
by the two groups. X

Weber found,‘és did Bennett (1942) and Clay
(1968) , that in making substitutidns the better readers
used respon;es more similar ggaphica;ly to the correspon-
ding stimulus words than did the slower readers. She also
found 91% of the errors.to be grammatically appropriate to
- the preceding context. Thé difference between the groups
in this respect was negligible: 92.3% for the High group
and 88.9% for the Low group. Since, as . beginning readers,
they had been only minimally instructed in the use of word
attack«skills, the preceding structuge of a sentence may
have been their principal source of information for. iden-

. .
tifying a word. The Low group showed a decrease of gram-

' matical "appropriateness of substitutions as the year

L]
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P

progressed, going from 93.1% to 83.6%, while the High ﬁ
group only went from 93.8% to 91.0%. This suggests that

the Low group was showing a change in strategies as.-they
o . R
became more aware of graphic cued and that at increased
/ ' , :
concern with these cues 1nterfered/w1th “their use of ?ram—

>

matlcal constra1nts. o
Y.L \ :

M There Was no difference observed between groups as
. k4 . . ¥y

to tne percentage of the errors that were gram&atically
acceptable for the entire sentence. However,}in’'a fukther
) analysis of the data (Weber, 1970b), it was found that the
ngh group correcte§>errors that.dld not conform to the
structure of the, written sentence more frequently than
they did acceptable errors, ?he Low group showed no cor-

responding difference, i.e., they overcorrected as often

as they attempted legitimate corrections.

. y -
Weber concluded that syntactic and semantic con- ‘.

straints were brought to the reading task even by the

beginn{ng readers and .that changes in reading strategies

~

and the use of cue$ were evidenced in both groups but that

1

the High group was more efficient 1n forming a reading

strategy based on their use of letter-sound relationship

patterns. She also stated that there is some evidence tor,

an inverse relationship between the beginner's use of =~
¥ »

graphic cues and syntactic cues. *

Biemiller (1971), apparently following up the
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conclusions sugg@sted by Weber's (1970a) SEPﬂYr observed
the;oral reading errors of 427c2};dren during their year
in tﬁe first grade. This was done in order to examine

changes in the use of contextual and graphic information-

1 - for word identification. From his analysis of.éhé errors
in terms of semantic and graphic constraints as well as
nonfreépoﬁSe errors, he developed é three phase model of
r@gding acquisitibn. In the first stége,_the children

(S showed a predominance‘of ;oﬁtextuaily cénstrained errors.
They ﬁsed a minimum of graphic information and made use of
information ieafned auially (learnidg_sight wordg). With
aﬁ increase of non-response errors, the child moved intcu_;
the %econd stagé. -\ non—résponse was\ieterpreted by
Biemille} td méan that the childvéoes not recognize the

. . word and is trying to use graphic information. . This

stage, characterizgd by word-for-word reading, was rea;hed Y

sobner by the better rkaders while the slower learners ’

e were still making fewer non-response errors and, as aid

~ thpse in Bgnnetk's (1942) study, weﬁF responding by sub-

stituting words which ;Eey had previously been taught.
Tﬂe better readers showed a.signifiéant decrease in con-
te#tually accepNable errors at thié time, whereas.the_ /

.slower readeré (as found by Clay [1968] and Wéber [1970a])‘

were still depending upon. the semantic and syntactic con-

straihts of the language.

/( ’ . ! K
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\AA drop in hon-response errérs marks the beginning
of the third stage. The children made significantly mor=
subQQitution errors that were both contextually aﬁé
graphically'accepEable'(82%) Lhan were’made in the first
two étages. in agréement with Weber (1970a) , Biemiller
see%.poor readers as showing a lag in‘poving from one
developmental stage to/ another in the rea&iﬁg process
with this showing up in their,abilit§~;o handle graphic
ihfprmation. In the one year of hig study, only the bet-
ter group aghievéd the three stages.’ The slower readers

wére not able. to develop readihg strategies and 1n a sense

"started off on the wrong track [p. 95)."

Goodman's Psycholinguistic Model ;

of Reading

Recently efe has beeﬁ a movement ip which Jin-
éﬁistic models of Chomsky's transfoFmational-generative
grammar (1965) have bgen interpreted and gppliéd to read-
ing. The psyéholiﬂﬁ%ﬁstic approach is concerned with the
relationship bétwéén‘language and theught. Psycholin- "~
guisténhre aware of the constraints of the language capa-

bility which a child brings to the "learning to read"
' ‘ . ' .
situatien and that this ig a basis of his learning. The..

child qtilizes his total prior experience and learning,
- - . U N
including his language competence in the reading task.

»

‘Studies of the level of language acquis}tion af 5- and

N

\
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é—year—olds have indicate=d both the yreat extent to which
childrqn have gontrol over the grammatical aspécts of cral
‘English when they enter.6chool as well as their further
development as they progress in school. Ruddell (1970)
éna.wardhaugh (1971) have compiled extensive reviews of
the litepature concerned with early language acquisition.

K. S. Goodman (1968) has provided one psycholin-

.guistic definition of reading:

Reading is the receptive phase of written communica-
tion. «In written language a message has been encoded
by the writer in graphic symbols spatially distributed
on the page. The reader does not merely pass ‘his
eyes over a written language and receive' and record a
stream of visual perceptual images. He must actively
bring to bear his knowledge -of language, his past
experience, his conceptual attainments on” the pro-
cessing of language information encoded in the form
of graphic symbols in order to decode the written
language. Reading must, therefore, be regarded as
an ihteraction between the reader .and the written

. language, throu.h which the reader attempts to recon-
struct a messace from the writer [p. 15].

He has developed a cémplex model of the readi%g

)
process based on Chomsky's'transformational-generative

Ld

.eqgrammar. In his‘model, he has divided reading proficiency

- h}

‘into three levels. At the first level, the c%ild.per—
ceives the graphic symbol, recodes 1t for aural input,

recodes - again into a fémiliarflanguage symbol, and then

1

decodes it into meaning. It is at'th;s:level that the

child is taucht strategies for recoding whether it be
1

phonic, phoneﬁics, or whole word. Goodman feels that "too

muth emphasis is given to word attack skills and that if

/o ~
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presented in quantity beyond what is needed to recode, méy
actually distract the child from the real end, deccding

written language for meaning. '

’ L]

At the second stage of proficiency, the child is
able to recode froh‘the graphic symbols and then decode
to meaning. The de;etion or reductioﬁ'of the agural com-

’ ponent may reflect .an incféésing awareness aﬁa acceptance
by the student that thc'written lacguage ie very similar
to his spékeh language.’ ' -

At thé final staée,xthe graphicfsymbol is decoded
directly ubon yisual input.i fhé\proficien@ reader at this
~final levél}.when'reading'éloudJ must encode from meaning
.tc cral,output; that is, he must extract meaning from the
déép structure and encode  this information into speech.
Gocdman calls this model “a psycho;ingUiscic guess-
ing game." Onekgpprogches‘the wyitten text with brior
lkneyledge and uses this knowledge'to’tesc hypotheses which
. . .one fofﬁb in the proccés-of readiné. ‘Thg'reagef confirms
‘dr discdnfirms his hypotheses cs he reads. It is not
necessa?y fcf hiﬁ to read every wcfd perfectly but only
'I ’ enough to allow him to confirm or disconfirm pcevious
ﬁyéotheses and to form new ones. This model differs from
> earlier linguisticvmodels (Bloomfield, 1942; Fries, 1964;
Lefevre, l9§4) i@ that the reader is now considered to be

1) ?

actively taking part in the reading process rather than
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passively being stimulated by the graphic representation to

which he applies previously taught rules.

Studies Based on the Goodman Taxonony

The following studies analyzed oral reading mis-
cues using either the Goodman Taxénomy or the RMI (derived
from the Goodman Taxonomy). Like ‘the immedia;ely preced-
ing studies of oral reading errors, the concern is psycho-
linguistic in nature. These studies stemmed from the
Reading Miscue Center at Wayne Staté University. The sub-
jects inciuded proficient and aQerage elementéry school
readers, first- and fourth-graders designated as low
readers, and a group of perceptually impaired children.

In using the Goodman Taxonomy,-the miscues are
analyzed in more than 20 described categories. These
categofies include syntactic and semantic relationships
and changés, grammatical functions, the use of transfor-
métion processes, éhonemic and graphemic relationships and
changes, and the phenomenon of correction_strategies. The
term miscue is used instead of error in that the response
is evaluated as to how much it diffzrs in several resgects
- from the text and as to the factors influencing it.

. Y. Goodman (1967) analyzed the miscues of three
average and three "slow readers" as they progressed |
through the first grade. She found that the "siowe:

readers" made more Miscues Per Hundred Words (MPHW} than
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did the average readeré. However, the nuﬁber of miscues.
decreased with increased text length for the slow readers.
and increased for the average readers. She aLgo found
that comprehension scores were not related to the number.
of miscues made.

In a developmental study covering four years of
these same children, Y. Goodman (l§70) concluded that as
children progress, the more proficient_reaéers produced
qualit ‘vely better miscues making use of seﬁantic and
syntactic cues, whéreas the less proficient readers pro-
duced miscues that were primarily responses to the graphic
field. This is iﬁ agreement with Biemiller (lé?l), Clay
. (1968), and Weber (1970a).

Gutknecht (1971) analyzed the miscues generaéed by.n
five children (from il.O to 12.4 years in ége) diagnésed
as‘pefceptually impaired. These readers were reading at
least two years below their reading expectancy. The range
of their reading levels were Priﬁér to 4-1. Gutknegcht .
limited his analysis c¢f miscues to g%néral miscués( cor-
rections, syntactic information, and semantiéginformation.
His subjects had>g rangé of 6.7 to ;5.0 MPHW. These MPHW
are considerably higher than those previausly encountefed
in similar studies using the Goodman_Ta§onomy;' Like

Y, Goodman's (1967) findings, there was no correlation

between MPHW and comprehension scores.
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Gutknecht found that 63.8% of the miscues resulted
in a word of the same grammatical function. While 89.2%
of the miscues had graphic similafity, most of the miscues:
which had.né graphic similarity were grammatically accept-’
able. Seventy-four percent of the“miscues had some pho-
nemic similarity but only 20% had high phonemic similarity.
These data strongly suggest that graphic information was
MO£e'important tﬁan phonemic infermation.

Gutknecht, in ana}yzing correction behavior, found
that his readers, like proficient and average\réaders,
tended not to correct miscues which were syntactically and

o

semantically acceptable, When a miscue was unacceptable
relative to the preceding part of the sentence, it was
m&re likely to be corrected than were miscues that were
unaccéptable’to an entire sentence. All' of these subjects
ﬁsed syntactic and semantic cues to qome'extent; using
syntactic cues more sueccessfully than ‘semantic cues.
.Children were weak in grapho-phonemic strategies--
either through overuse or to improper application due to a
lack of knowledge. They seemed to correct because of'
graphic ﬁis&atches rgther than‘because of disparities in
meaning or grammar. Although the pe;ceptuaily impaifed
children made some use of’syntéctic and semantic cues,
this strategy was not developed enough for them to use

’

it efficiently. Gutknecht believed that the rate of
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aéquisition of the reading process is the main difference
between normal learners and his group. He, theréfore,
makes a plea that the reading materialsfprepared for the
perceptually impaired child not be phonic-laden or lower
level basal readers but new and inﬁeresting materiails,
taking advantage of the child's linéuistic abilities and
to eliminéte the idea that every cﬁild must go through the
same type of learning procéss in learning to read.

Menosky (1971) attempted to show that the.miscues
generated by a reader may vary qualitative}y more than
quantitatively. Using groups of threeuaverage readers =
from each-of grades 2, 4, 6, and 8 and three low and three
digh readerg from grade 4, she analyzed their oral reading
miscues. all te?ts,were divided into three sections with
the miscues in the first portion of the material compared
with the miscues in the second section.

The low fourth-graders who read the same pass;ge\
as ghe second—graders had the hiéheét MPHW df any éroup.
They did not change their strategies as they progressed

. through the text making only substitution errors, whegeas
N ‘the high fourtﬁ-, éixth—, and eighth-¢raders made all
presqgé miséués; ;ubstitutions; omisgions, aﬁd additions.
The low fourth-graders tended tg pfodubehmore totally'

acceptable miscues .as they progressed through the text |

® put they overcorrected more of these semantically and
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syntactically acceptable‘miscues. Y. Goodman (1967) also
found this in her low first-gradé readers. The more pro-
ficient readers made corrections for more of their unac-
cepfable miscues and less for.their acceptable ones as
they read. They did not change their performance but
chaﬁgeé their strategies. Menosky also found a slight
correlation betweénAcomprehension and MPHW across groups.
However, this did not apply to individuals within groups.
All-of her readers showed a lack of ability to maké infer-
ences or draw conclusions in their retelling. The }c&
fourth-grade readers had the lowest comprehené}gn score
of all the groups. J

In comparing the first pages with those within the
first quarter of the text, she found that more miscues
‘werelgenerated in the first pages. _Thus, it 1s unfair for
a child to be judged on an oral\reading inventory just
allowing him to read the first {cw‘paragraphs or pages of
Vthe text. Only with sufficient length is the reader able
to gain "contextual support" as indicated by the chénges
ic the quality of the miscues'as they read the varying
portions of the text. f

Y. Goodman (1972) attempted to show the differ-
ences between guantitative and qualitative aspects of
reading diagcosis using the RMI. A seventh-grade subject:

4

read three different passageé of varying difficulty. MPHW
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~ were analyzed in the total §tory as well as those gener- '
ated in the‘flrst‘and middle 260‘wdrds of each story.
Because of the large variability‘bf MPHW made in the var-
ious portions, she concluded as did Menosky (1971) that
onl; in viewing the whole story can a correct Ricture of
the reading behavior be made. The story in which the sub-
ject made the greatest percentage of miscues that caused
loss of meéning also had the greatest number of substitu-
tion.miscues with high graphic similarity. This indicated
that he was reading on a superficial level.
Burke (1973), using the RMI,’analyzed the self-
correction behavior of six first-grade readers. Three
of the readers were taught by a synthetic method (basal
reader approach) and three by an analytic approach (pho-
neme-grapheme correspondence). Her results indicated that
the group taught by the'synthetig approach had more varied
- profiles, showing that they werelusing all cueing systems:
phoneme—grapheme, syntactic, apd semantic. The group
taught by the phonetic approaéh'made more miscues, had
lower comprehension ratings, and like the subjects of
Y. Goodman (1967} showed an invers; rélétignship between
phoneme—grapheme correspoﬁdence and grammatic and semantic
: aéceptability. -Thus, it could beﬁconcluded £hat reading

methodology can affect reading behavior. The synthetie

‘method produced réaders whose profiles were ACceptable to
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the Goodman ﬁodel of proficient readers, wheréas the.pho—
netic method did not. Burke concluded that the RMI is a
good diégnostic tool for the teacher but as a research
tool it has certain limitations in that the quaiity gnd
uniqueness of the original taxonomy from which 1t was
derived is diminished. | : ' 8
Summary
‘ Much of the research cited abofe suggest; that
analysis of miscues generated during oral reading by chil-
dren may be a useful tool to increase our understanding of
some aspects of the development of the reading procéss.
The first-grade reading studies (Blemiller; 1971;'Burke,
1973; Clay, 1968; Y. Goodman, 1967; Weber, 1970a) show
that, at this early age, differencesbin reading strategies
and abilities occur due fo the interaction of the child,
_teacher,land teaching methodology; Not all children learn
to read in the same manner or at the same rate. The réte
at which individuals learn to read depends on their abil-
ity to use syntactic and semantic constraints of the lan-
guage as well as the learning and application of grapho-
phonemic‘éorrespondences. .CompetepCe to develop strate-
gies based on all three factors is requisite to the devel-
opment of reading proficiency. The "slowﬁ.reader often
has trouble acquiring grapho-phonemic skills and concomi-

{

tantly may rely very heavily on syntactic and semantic

Capet?
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cues. Conversely, as this reader becomes more competent
in the discrimihation of’graphic cues, a pattern of word-
by-word reading behavior emerges with a decremeﬁt.in the
utilization of syntactic and semantic strategies. In com-
parison, students who have little trouble learning to read
tend to reach a state which is not ¢haracterized by inor-
dinate reliance persistently placed on one set of cues at
the expense of another.

It is assumed, in the present study, that retarded
readers, like proficient readers, vary in their individual
patterns,of usage of linguistic cues and that this can be
observed by an analysis of oral reading miscues.

.This study is an attempt to determine to what
extent reading strategies of proficient and retarded
readers are comparable and to what extent the RMI can be
used to pihpoint the strengths and vweaknesses of indi-

viduals in bhoth groups.
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CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE

This chapter will describe the subjects and mate-
rials involved in the study. The section concerned with
the analysis of the data will contain a discussion of the

researcp tool used, the RMI (Y. Goodman & Burke, 1972a).

Subjects

The subjects were six female children attend1ng an
elomentary school in North Plainfield, New Jersey, a
white middle-class suburban community. Three.third—grade
children were selected from i}x children who were recom-
mended by their teachers as highly proficient readers.
They were selected aftér the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test
(1965) and the Tests of Generél Ability (1960), a group
intelligence test, were administered to match as closely
as possible three proficient and three retarded readers.
The three remedial subjects included two fifth-grade stu-
dents and one éixth—grader'all reading on a fourth-grade
level in the remedial reading class. Dpescriptive and edu-
cational information for each of the subaects is contained
in Table 1.

An examination of Table 1l indicates that the mean

30
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chronological age for the proficient group (Group P) 1is

. -
8 years 6 months and’ for the remedial group (Group R), 10

= -

yéars 10 months. Although there is some variation in‘the

individual I.Q.'s, the mean I.Q. for Croup P is 111 as

-~

ctmpared with 109 for Group R.

»

~ . The reading scores for both groups on the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test (Level D, Form 3) are quite simi-

lar. Group P and Group R had an identical mean grade

N,

expectancy score of 4.6 in the vocabulary subtist. On the
' v N ;ﬁ‘
E} , comprehension subtest, the mean grade expectancy score. for

Group P was 4.2 and 3.9>for Group R. The reading stores,
satisfy the requirements of this  study that the two groups

L v

be at the same reading level.

Materials .
qu‘passagés for oral reading were chosen. "First
Kill" (Y. Gocdman & Burke, 1972b) was used for a pre-’ = .

\

testing session. The étory "My Brother Is a Genius"

1 (Hayes, 1963) from the sixth-grade reader, Adventures Now
\ .
and Then, was used in-the actual testing session (Appen-

dix A). ERtrewe care was-taken in selecting the testing
material so.that an appropriate-number of miscues would

be generated for both groups. Y. Goodman (1967) stated ‘
that for Beéinning readers, the optimum number of miscues

per hundred words which could be ggnera£ed with adequate

comprehension is -between 5 and 1l4. It was assumed by this
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researcher that this would apply to the older readers as
well since a sixth-grade text is longer and thus the redun-
‘dancy of the information would reinfocce the story line.
Other :mportant considerations were that the details and
plot of thempassages wéﬁld be equally familiar and inter-
esting to third-, fifth-, and sixth-graders and the pas-

sages were ones which none ofwthe_subjects had previously

seen or heard in their classrooms. The Reading Miscue .

Inventory Manual: Procedure for Diagnosis and Evaluation

(RMI Manual) by Yetta Goodman aga Carolyn Burke (1972a)

was the sburce of the testing and scoring procedures.

Method

Each subject was given a pretest and - the actual
test within a school week. The i1dentical procedure was
followed 1n both testinb sessions.

Prior to the reading of the story, the sﬁb]ect;
alone in the room with the 1nvestigator, was told that
this was not a test which would be graded but an ekperl-
ment  interested in seeing how children read orally. The
subject was'then told that she was to read an ehtire story
into.tHe tape reéorder; the story was a lattle difflcult'
but that was neceésary for the study; and, 1f she had any
difficulty, the researcher would not help her but she
should try to figure out the word by herself. She was

further told that after reading the story, she would be
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askgd to retell it.

While the subject reac thé story, the researcher
opserved the miscues and such reading behavioré.as finger
pointing and silent correctiong, recording them on a pre-
ﬁared copy of the text (Appendix C conta;ns a sampie page) .

‘ ¢
The only response made by the researcher during this time

«

was an occasional encouraging smile.or nod. Although soﬁe
difficulty waézencountered by the subjects, ﬁhey did not
fidget or show any other overt signs thaf they were so
erstrated that the material should be abandoned for some-
thing easier (Y.-Goodman & Burke) 1972a). ~

After completing the ofal reading of the story,"
the subquﬁ was asked to retell as much of the story as
she remembered. Whén/this was done, the researcher asked
qeest{ons in oraer‘to~encouragé the subjegt to recall as
'mﬁch as she 'could in the identificatioﬁ and analysis of
the characters, plot, and events. Care was taken to ask

questions using information already provided by the

reader.

Data Analysis

By listening to the audio tape of the story, addi-
tionai miscues were identified and aaded‘to the prepa?ed
- copy of the text. Miscues were idéntified as substiﬁu—a
tions, omissions, insertions, and reversals. Partial

words, non-words, intonational shifts, and long pauses
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were also recorded. Regressions (repetition of words,
phrases, or sentences) were noted. These often occur in

the course of correction behavior and may be regarded as

indicatofs of anticipated difficulty with words of'ideés.
Particular attention was given to the léhgth of regres- -
sio%s as this reflects the size of the language unit being
processed by the readers as well as the cues being used.
The miscues were then entered onto the Reading Miscue
Coding Sheet (Appendix D) acco¥@ing to the‘directions
giveﬁ in the RMI Manual (pp. ;9—48).

The'following is a brief description of the gues-
tions in the linguistic analysis bf eéch miscuen

1. Diaroct. Is a dialect varidtion involved in the
miscue? : . . ) ,

2. Intonation. Is a shift in intonation involved in
the miscue? ‘ '

3. Graphic Similarity. How much does the miscue look
like what was expected? ;

4. Sound Similarity.. How much does the miscue sound
like what was expected?. -

5. Grammatical Function. Is the grammatical function
of the miscue the same as the grammatlcal function
of the word in the text? .

6. Correction. 1Is the miscue corrected?

7 Grammatlcal Acceptablllty Does the mjiscue occur
in a structure which is grammatlcally acceptable’>

8. Semantic Acceptabll;ty Does the miscue occur in
a structure which is semantically acceptable?

9. Meaning Change. -Does 'the miscue result in a change
of. meaning [RMI Manual, pp. 49 -50]7?

All miscues were coded and analyzed for intona-
tion, grammatlcal acceptablllty, semantic acceptability,

and mqhning change. Substitutions for single whole words,

-

in addition, were analyzed for graphic similarity, sound

’
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similarity, and grammatical function.

Intonation shifts and dialect miscues were marked
in the appropriate column with a cheek. There were no
dialect miscues indicating a simiiarity of dialect between
the researcher and the subjects. ’

The categery Graphic Similarity was marked for
high similarity (Y¥)!, some similarity (P), and ne sim%—
larity (N). Sound Similarity was marked in the appropri-
ate tolumn in the same way. Grammatical Function was
marked identicai QY), not similar (N), and not possible’
to determine the grammaticai function (P). The caterry
Correction was marked‘(Y) if the miscue was co.srected, not
corrected (N), and attempt to correct or uneuccéssful cor-

) rection attempt (P). Grammatical Acceptability was marked
.for acceptable qrammatlcallyﬁto the ent1re sentence (),
racceptable only to the preceding pertlon of the sentence
ub to the miscue (P), and not grammatically acceptable
(N) . Semantic“Acceptability was eoded in the same way as
o Grammatical Acceptability. . Meaning Change was codedvfor
extensive meaning change (Y), some meaning change (P), and
no meaning:chanée (N) . |
When the inventory questiens'had been answered for
all of the miscues noted, Grammatlcal Relatlonshlp Patterns

and Patterns of Comprehen51on were checked for each reader

(RMI Manual, p. 8l). These patterné determlned the
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L
strengths and weaknesses of the strategies used by the
reader. |

Grammatical Relationship Patterns were determined
for each miscue by checking one of the 18ipossible com--
binations conéisting of Correction, Grammatical Accept-
ability, and Semantic Acceptability. The interrelation-
ships of these categories indicate strength, partial
strength, weakness, and ovgrco:rection.

Patterns of Comprehension were determined by
checking one of tﬂe possible 27 combinations consisting
of Correction, Semantic Acceptability, and Meaning Change.
The interrelationships of these catégories indicate
strength, partial strength, or weakness.

Qercentages were calculated for each subcategory
in Graphic Similarity, Sound Similarity, Grammatical
Acceptability, Grammatical Functioh, Grammatical Relation-
ship Patterns, and Patterns of Comprehension. These per-
centages were then entered onto each individual's Student
Profile Sheet.

The retelling score was arrived at by liétening,to
the audid-Fape and scoring the retelling‘sheet for charac-
ter idéntification, éharacter énalysis, events, plot, and
theme (Appendix B). Thisﬁscore was also entered on thel

Student Profile Sheet. Repetitions were entered on the

Student Profile Sheet as well.
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A further analysis of each reader's miscues was
done by dividing the text into thirds by lines. Each of‘
the three sections was compared to one another in all of
the categories mentioned above. This was done in aﬁ
attempt to provide further information as to possible
differenceé in the readigg strétegiés used by the profai-
cient and remedial reade;s as they progress through vary-
ing portions of the téxt.' Miscues.per.hundfed words and

mean percentages of all measures were calculated for the

total text as well as for each’ section.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS -

This chapter presents the, results of the data
bbtain@d in terms of eéch group and the individuals within
the grdupé; It is divided into three areas. The first
sectidn will consist of the de§criptibns and analysis of
each individual's perforﬁanqe. The second section is com-
prised of the results expressed as the mean scores of the
two groups. The last section presents the data of the mean

scores of the two groups for each third of the test passage.

Proficient Grougf—IndiQidual Analyses

Nancy's profile is based on 116 miscues (5.3 MPHW),
the least number of miscues made by any readerrin her
group. Si#ty-fivé and five-tenths percent of these were
substitution miscues. She utllized graphic and sound cues
equallf effectively. Sixty%nine and seven-tenths percent
of her substitution miscues had high graphic similarity,
18.4% had partial-similarity, and 11.8% had no similarity..
Sixty-five éna eight—tenths-percent had high sound simi=-
larity; 22.4% had partial'similarity, and 11.8% had no
similarity. o ' ¢

Nancy demonstrated the strdngest sense of

39
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.grammatical function in her group. »Of her substitution
miscues, 73.7% had identical gramﬁatical function with the
‘stimulus word, 23.7% were not the same; and 2.6% were
indeterminate.

She also showed the greatest strength in her group
as regards use of grammatical relationships althouéh not
as effectively as one wog}d expect considering hef
strength in grammatical function. Fifty-six percent of
Her miscues showed strength, 15.5% partial strength, 22.4%
.weakness, and 6.0% overcorrection. In comprehension,
55.2% of her miscues showed no loss, 22,4% partial loss,
and 22.4% loss. Her retelling séore was 57. )

-Nancy's greater strengths in the use of graﬁhic

and phonemic cues and her ability. to substitute words of
ﬁhe same grammatical function compared witg her moder-
‘-ately effective usevof the interrelated semantic and syn-
tactic cues indicate that she needs to become aware of her
‘miscues that are distorting meaning. Although she was
able to recall the first two-thirds of the story quite
well, she was not ab}e to recall the concludihg portion
of the text. By learning to predict and anticipate mean-
inq as well as grammatical function, Nancy will be ;eading
more proficiently.
Nancy showed a shifting in reading strategies in

the first-third of the text and the remaining portions of

:
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the text. She made her féwest miscues in the first por-
tion with only 4.5 MPHW and seemed to use all cues most
effectively here. Eighty-one and eight-tenths percent of
her substitution miscues had high graphic and sopnd simi-
larity and 86.4% of her substitution miscues resulted in
‘words ofhthe same grammatical function as the stimulus
word. Of her total miscues, 57.1% resulted in no loss of
comprehension and 62.9% exhibited strength in her use of
grammatical relationships. As Nancy progressé& to the
middle portion of the text, she médq 5.3 MPHW and her use
of gr;phic and sound six}farity cues and substitution of
words of the same grammatical function decreased. Her
Comprehension Pattern did not exhibit muéh change althdugh
she did'show a greater weakness in her Grammatical Rela-
tionships Pattern. Nahcy‘s use of cues in the last por-
tion of the text was similar to her use of cueé in the
middle portion.

' The miscue behavior of Nancy is summarized in
Table 2. | |

Cathy's profile was based on a total of 136 mié;
'cues (6.2 MPHW). Eighty~-three ana one-tenth percent of
‘her miscues were substitutions. Of all the readers in
Group R,‘she was the mqst effecﬁive in using graphic cues.
Seventy-one and seven—teg;hs percent of her substitution

- . e

miscues nad high graphic similarity, 20.4% had some . s

-
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TABLE 2

MISCUE BEHAVIOR OF NANCY

Portion of text

1/3 2/3 3/3 Total

Miscues 35 36 45 116
MPHW 4.5 5.3 6.0 5.3
Substitutions -——- —-- - 65.5%
Graphic similarity _ .

High 81.8% 65.2% 64.5% 69.7%
Low 13.6 13.0 25.8 18.4 -
None 4.5 21.7 9.7 11.8
Phonemic similarity

High 81.8 56.5 61.3 65.8
Low 9.2 26.1 29.0 22.4
None 9.2 17.4 . 9.7 11.8
Grammatical

function

Same . 86.4 65.2 71.0 73.7
Different 13.6 34.8 22.6 22.2
Indeterminate 0.0 0.0 6.5 z.3
Grammatical

relationships

Strength 62.9 2.8 53.3 56.0
~Partial strength 20.0 5.6  20.0 15.5
‘Weakness 17.0 30.6 20.0 22.4
Overcorrection 0.0 11.1 6.7 6.0
Comprehension :

No loss " 57.1 50.0 57.8 55.2
Partial loss 29.9 27.8 17.8 22.4
Loss 20.0 22.3 24.4 22.4
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similarity, and only 8.0% had no graphic similarity. Her
use of sound cues was considerably lower although still in
the effective range. Only 51.3% had high sound similarity,
33.6% had pariial simiiarity, and 1519% had no sound simi-
larity. (

Cathy's use of words having the séme grammatical
function as the textual word exhi5i£ed stréngth. Sixty-
thkree and seveﬁ;tenths percent of her substitution miscues
were of identical function, 28.3% were different, and 8.0%
were indeterminate. Aithough she made only moderately
%ffective use of phonemic cues, she was substituting words
of the same part of speech indicating that the deficit in
use of phonemic cues did not substantially interfere with

her use of cues for grammatical function.

. Cathy's Grammatical Relationships Pattern and Com-

prehension Pattern 5ére similar to Nancy's. She showed
moderately effective strength in both patterns. In gram-

matical relationships, 53.7% of her total miscues showed
strength, 21.3% partial strength, 17.6% weakness, and 7.4%
overcorréction. Cathy overcorrected totally acceptable
miscues more than any other person in Group P. In compre-
hension there was 56.6% no loss, 22.1% partial loss, and
21.5% loss. Her retelling score of 72'was the highest in

Group P and shows highly effective use of all reading

strategies.
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The difference between Cathy's retelling score and
Comprehension Pattern may be that during some of the long
pauses which she made while reading, she was probably
making silent corrections. Other indications that she was
silently correcting were that although she mispronounced
words as cribe for crib and advise for advertise and did
not correct these miscues in the oral re?ding, she did use
the properly pronounced words in the retélling. Cathy was
the only reader who related the humor of the story and was
able to draw inferences from the informa%ion read. |

Cathy's understanding of sthe story is reflected in
her Comprehension Pattern and Grammatical Relationships
Pattern. She was the only reader who showed increasingly
greater strength in these categbries as she progressed
through the varying portions of the text. That she was
gsing different strategies as she read is indicated by the
varying profile in her use of phoneme-grapheme cues, sub-
stitutions of words of the same grammatical function, and
changes in MPHW.

Table 3 presents.Cathy's mische behavior.

The profile of Linda is based on i43 miscues (6.5
MPHW) of which 74.1% were substitutions. Her use of
graphic cues was the lowest of her group yet she,xtoo,
exhibited a good use of éraphic and sound cues. Fifty-six

and six-tenths percent of her substitution miscues had
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TABLE 3

'

MISCUE BEHAVIOR OF CATHY

~

Portion of text\

_ 1/3 2/3 3/3 Total
Miscues 41 42 53 136
MPHW - ' 5.3 6.2 7.0 6.2
Substitutions -—- -—— -— 83.1%
Graphic similarity
, High - 78.1% 65.8% 72.1% 71.7%
Low 15.6 28.9 16.3 20.4
None ' 6.3 5.3 11.6 8.0
Phonemic similarity
High 43.8 50.0 60.5 52.2
Low 40.6 39.5 25.6 34.5/
None .15.6 ‘ 10.5 14.0 13.3
Grammatical
function
Same 81.3 60.5 53.5 63.7
Different ’ 18.8 39.5 25.6 28.3
Indeterminate 0.0 0.0 20.8 8.0
Grammatical . y
relationships : —
Strength ) 46.3 54.8 58.5 53.7
Partial strength 2¢.8 14.3 22.6 21.3
Weakness 7.1 -19.0 17.0 17.6
Overcorrection ?9.8 11.9 1.9 7.4
Comprehension
No loss 58.5 54.8 . 56.6 56.6
Partial loss ) 14.6 23.8 26.4 22,1
0 21.3

Loss 26.8 21.4 17.
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v 1

ngh graphic similarity, 18.9%'paftial‘similaripy,'and'
24.5% no similarity. Her use of sound cues waé sipilar
to her use of graphic cues with 55.7% high sound simi-
larity, 17;9% partial similarity, and.27.4% ho similarity.

Si#ty—eight and nine-tenths percenf of her sub-
stitution miscues were of the saée grammatical fhnction as
the stimulus word,{30.2% were different, and only 0.9%
weré indetefmlnate.

Altﬁough her use of semantic and syntactic cues
was moderately effective, she was the weakest reader in
hef group as indicated by her Gramﬁatical Relatlonshipé
Pattern and Comprehension Pattern. In grammatical réla—;
tionships, only 46.8% of her totél miscues showed strength;,
é5.2%.partiél strength, 22.4% weakness, and 5.6% of her
miscues wére overcorrectéd. Forty-seven and six-tenths
pef%ent of her total miscues indicaéed no loss in cbmpre—
hension, 20.3%,partial loss, and 32.2% loss. 1In spite of
her low comprehen;ion profile relative to°the others of |
Group P, Linda had.a retelling‘sqore of 65.

The discrepancy bétween ﬁinda‘s weaker Comprehén—
sion Pattern and retelling score may be due to her famil-
iarity with the background of the story. Linda also made
long pauses between'cqrrection'attempts indicating that
some silent correction may be taking’place. Linda may be

[ .
overrelying on semantic cues. Meaning was lost in the
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improper substitutions of pronouns and cdnflicting number
between subject and predicate. Linda needs to become
aware that the language of the author has the same syn-
tactical constraints as hers and that meaning is lost when
shé does not correct miscues which cause dissonance in
s&ntax.

Linda used the interrelated cues most effectively
in the first portion of the text. She made the least MPHW
in this portion and scored highest in all categories. Sﬁe;
had only 5.6 MPHW in this portion. Sixty-seven and $ix-
tenths percent of her miscues had high g:aphic similarity
and'64.7% had high sound similarity. Seventy-gix and
five-tenths percent bf her subsfitution miscues were of
the same grammatical function as the stimulus word. Her
Grammatical Relationshipé Pattern showed 57.8% strength.
aﬁd'SS.é% of her miscues resulted in no loss of comprehen-
sion.

As Linda progressed to the second portion of the

¢
text, her strategies changed. * She 1 de 7.2 MPHW which is
the greatht numbe she-made in any<portion. Her use of
the graphic énd sound.cues diminisﬁ;d_as did her ability
to substitute wo;ds of the same grammatical function
(59.0%). Accdrdingly she ,exhibited less strength 'in
utilizing grammatical relationéhips but her loss of com-

prehension did not decrease significantly (49.0%). TyAs
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Linda progressel to the last portion, there were indica—
tlonslthat she was more concerned with the word than with
meaning. She méde fewer miscues than in the second sec-
tion (6.5 MPHW). She began to use graphic ard phonemic
cues and substituted words of the same function as effec-
tively as 1n the first section, but only 40.8% of her
miscues showed no loss of comprehen51on.apd only 42.9%
shbwed strength in grammatical relationships.

Table 4 reports Linda's miscue behavior.

Remed1al Group--.ndividual Analyses

Linn's profile is based on 185 mlécues (8.4 MPHW)
~with 70L3% 6f them being substitution miscues. This was
the greatest number of miscues made 1in her group. She
uSed.graphic ;nd sound cues less effectively than anyone
else in her gioup with only 44.6% of her miscues hav1£g
high graégic and-sbund similarity to the stimulus word.
Some graphic similarity to the silmulus word was observed
in 23.8% of thé mlscueé and some sound similarity in
26:7% of them. Thirty-one and flvertenthé{percent had
'no-graphic 51miiarity and 29.2% had no sound similaraity.

Linn dad exh;blt strength in subitltutlng words
of thé same grammatical function as the textual word.
Sevehty—one and five-tenths percent of her miscues had
the‘same grammé tical function, 27,7%4were different, and

0.8% were indeterminate. «

.
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TABLE 4

. ) v
MISCUE BEHAVIOR OF LINDA

Portion of text

Total

) 1/3 2/3 3/3

Miscue.: 45 49 49 143
MPHW 5.7 ‘ 7.2 6.5 . 6.5
Substitutions ‘ - -—— - 74 .1%
Graphic similarity

High ) 67.6% 41.0% * 63.6% 56.6%
Low 11.8 25.6 18.2 18.9
None 20.6 33.3 18.2 24.5
‘Phonemic similarity

High 64.7 38.5 W 66,7 55.7
Low 14.7 18.0 18.2 17.0
None 20.6 43.6 15.2 27.4
Grammatical

function

Same 76.5 59.0 72.7 68.9
Different 23.5 38.5 27.3 30.2
‘Indeterminate 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.9
Grammatical
" relationships '

Strength 57.8 40.8 42.9 46.8
Partial strength , 22.2 24.5 28.6 25,2
Weakness 16.6 24.5 26.5 22.4
-Overcorrection 4.4 10.2 - 2.0 5.6
Comprehension :

No loss '53.3 49.0 40.8 47.5
Paktial loss 20.0 18.4 22.4 20.3
Loss 26.7 32.6 36.7 32.2
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v

The Grammatical RelationshipﬂPattern of Linn was
moderately effective with 56.8% strength, 9.2% partial

R : !
strength, 20.5% weakness, and 13.5% indicated overcorrec-

tion. Linn onercorrected miscues more than anyone in
her group. Her Gomprehension Pattern was moderately
effective with 65.9% no loss, 15.2% partial loss, and
18.9% loss. Her retelling scqre was 58.

Linn's relatively low use.ongraphié and phonemic
cues should only be considered in relation to her gram-
matical strengths. She substituted words of the ,same
grammatical function 7l.5%_of the time but her Grammatical
Relationship Pattern showed that she had difficulty in
interrelating tne semantic and syntactic cuelng systems.
Only 55% of her miscues exhibited strength. In examining
her repetition miscues, it was.apparent that Linn fre-
quently substituted pronouns incorrectly, thereby }osing
meaning. 'In order to correct this problem, better use of
graphic cues should be taught but this should be done in
the contextual setting where semantic enes could also be
used. Her retelling score also indicated a loss of mean-
ing as the story progressed : Linn could recall.events
earlier in the text but could not recall the conclus1on
correctly She was also unable to draw 1nferenCes.’ It

'is, therefore,. 1mportant for Llnn to learn to correct her

‘miscues when loss of meaning occurs.
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Ia examining Linn's' use of cues over varying por-
tions of the textznan increase in MPHW was made from 7.0
in_the first portion to 7.7 in the middle portion and 10.5
in the ‘final portion. With this increase in MPHW there
was a decrease in her Comprehension Pattern with a range
of 74.1% in the Beéinning portion, 67.3% in the middle
portion, and 59.5% in the last portion. This further sup-
pofts thehconclusion that there Was.a loss of‘meaning in
reading as Linn progressed through the text. Interest-
ingly, although Linn's use of graphic and phonemic cues
was r;latively constant throughout the text, she showed
‘very marked strength in grammétical function in the middle
section of the text. In the first section, 70% of her
miscues.were of the same function agtthe textual word, in
“the secénd section,‘90é were the same, and in the last
section only 62.7% were idenLical. _ .

Table 5 reports Linn's miscue behavior.

Lisé's préfile is based on 181 miscues (8;2 MPHW) ,
74.0% of which were substitutions. Lisa made effective
use of graphic Tues.  Fifty-eight and two-tenths percent
of her substitution miscues resulted in high graphic simi-
llarity, 17.9% some simila;ity, and 23.9% no similarity.
Sound simila;ity was used somewhat less effectively with
52.2% high similarity, 22.4% some similarity, and 25.4%‘

no similarity.
b2
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TABLE 5

MISCUE BEHAVIOR OF LINN

Portion of text

1/3 2/3 3/3 Total
Miscues 54 52 79 - 185
MPHW 7.0 7.7 11.0 8.4
Substitutions ——- —-—— - 70.3%
Graphic similarity ,
High 45,.0% 45.2% 44 ,1% 44 6%
Low 27.5 16.1 25.4 23.8
None 27.5 38.7 30.5 31.5
Phonemic similarity
High 47.5 48.4 40.7 44.6
Low 25.0 19.4 30.5 26.2
None . 27.5 32.3 28.8 29:2
Grammatical
“"function : :
Same 70.0 90.3 62.7 71.5
Different 30.0 9.7 35.6 27.7
Indeterminate 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.6
Grammatical
relationships ‘
Strength 59.3 55.8 55.7 56.8
Partial strength 9.3 11.5 7.6 9.2
Weakness 16.7 15.4 26.6 20.5
Overcorrection 14.8 17.3 10.1 13.5
Comprehension
No loss 74.1 67.3 59.5 67.0
Partial loss 11.1 15.4~ 17.7 14,1
Loss ’ 14.8 17.3 22.8 18.9
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Her substitution of words. of the séme grammatical
function was the‘highest in her group with 73.1% having
.identical funqtion,~23.9%,different, and 3.0% indeter-
minate. ‘ 0 |
Like Linn, Liéa‘s use of grammatical relationships
exhibited some weakness with 49.7% strength, 16.6% partial
strength, 21.0% weakness, and 12.7% indicated évercorrec—

tion. Lisa's:Comprehension Pattern was moderately effec-

' ]

tive with 56.6% showing no loss, 18.8% partial loss, and
34.9% loss. Lisa's retelling score of 65 was the highest
in her éroup. |

,Lisa's ;ételling showed that she has to learn to
separate significant from insignificant informatioh. She
was able to recall many events jin great detail but could
not tie the story together. and lost meaning as she pro-

" gressed through the téxt. Lisa's regressiongafor correc-
tion were shérter than those of the other reéders and she
made many anticipation régreséions frequently involving
one word. -This, coupled-with the observation that as she
came Fo the last section of the text she began to finger—
point, indicates that Lisa is at times a word-by-word
reader. »

Lisa's performance as she progressed through the
varying portions of the text shows that she'exhibitéd her

greatest strength in the middle portion of--the text.




54

Although she made her greétest number of MPHW in this sec-
tion (8.0 MPHW were made in the fifst portion, 8.4 were
made in the middle portion, and 8.4 were made in the last
portion), her use of the interrelated semantic and syntac-
tic cues was the most effective. Her miscues showed 66.7%
no loss in her Comprehension Pattern and 63.2% strength in
her Gramﬁatical‘Relationships Pattern;

. The last section of the text yields further infor-
mation that Lisa was reading word by‘word. Although her
substitution miscﬁes indicated that .she was using graphic
and sound cues most éffectively in this section and these
miscues’ were of thé same grammatical function more than in
any other section of the text, herSComprehension Pattern
and Grammatical Relationships Pattern were much lower than
in any other portfon of the text. Forty-four and four-
tenths percent of her ﬁiscues resultéﬁ in no loss of com-
prehension and only 36.5% resulted in strength in using
graﬁmatical relatiénships. In the last portion of the

«

. text, Lisa was using graphic and sound cues to a far

greater extent that she was using semanfic and syntactu;
cues.

The miscue béhaviOr for Lisa is summarized‘ih
Table 6. !

‘Margaret's reading generated 158 miscues (7.3

MPHW) . Séventy and two-tenthé percent of these were
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TABLE 6

MISCUE BEHAVIOR OF LISA

Portion of text

1/3 2/3 3/3 Total
Miscues 61 57 63 181
MPHW 8.0 8.4 8.4 3.2
Substitutions - -—— —-——— 74.0%
Graphic similarity :
High 59.6% 53.7% 60.9% '58.2%
Low 14.9 19.5 19.6 17.9
None 25.5 26.8 19.6 23.9
Phonemic similarity : _
High 44 .7 48.8 63.0 52,2
Low 21.3 24,4 21.7 22 .4
None > 3.0 - 26.8 15.2 25.4
Grammatical (///
function
Same 76.6 " 63.4 78.3 73.1
Different 19.1 36.6 17.4 23.9
Indeterminate 4.3 0.0 4.3 3.0

\ P

Grammatical ~
relationships
Strength - 50.¢ 63.2 36.5 49.7
Partial strength . 14.8 8.8 25.4 16.6
Weakness 21.3 15.8 25.4 21.0
Overcorrection 13.1 12.3 12.7 12.7
Comprehension
No loss - 59.0 66.7 44,4 56.4
Partial 1loss 21.3 17.5 17.5 18.8
Loss 19.7 15.8 38.1

24.9
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‘substitution miscues. Graphic and sound cues were used
equally well. Fifty-eight and five-tenths percent of her
miscues had high éraphic similarity, 15.3% had some simi-
larity, and 26.1% had no similarity. Her use of sound
cues showed 55.8% high similarity, 20.7% some similarity, ~*
and 23.4% no similarity. |
Sixty-eight and four-tenths percent of her substi-
tution miscues were of the same grammétical function as
the stimulus word, 27.9% were different, and 3.6% were
indeterminate.
Margaret's Comprehension Pattern and Grammatical
Relationships Pattern were the lowest in her group
although still ﬁoderately effective. In the Grammatical
Relapibnships Pattern, 45.6% of‘her total miscues showed
strength, 13.9% partial strength, 33.5% weakness, and
7.0% indicated overcorrection. - Forty-nine and faqur~tenths
percent of her miscues caused no loss of comprehe;sion,
17.1% paftial loés, and 33.5% loss. Margaret's retelling
( gcore of 49 was the lowest in bdth groups.
Maréaret's use of graphic and sound cues 1s very
. - .
. good yvet she iSVthQ weakest reader in her group in that
shé‘does not use semahtic and syntactic cues as effec-
tively. ﬁer lower no loss score in comprehension, less
#

effective use of grammatical relationships, and low

retelling score indicate th%t there are many miscues
: ¢ ’




57

causing loss of information. Margaret needs to realize
that the specific purpose of reading is for meaning and
that by using correction strategies, when loss of meaning
occurs, she could become a more effective reader.

- Further indication that Margaret is losing meaning
and not using proper correction strategies is that her
most effective reading took place in the first portiéq of
the text. Aall of the interrelated cues were being used
effectively. As Margaret progressed through the text, she
generated an increasingly\greater number of MPHW and at
the same time, more miscues resultgﬁ in loss of comprehen-
sion. In the first portion, three times as many miscues
resulted 'in no loss of comprehension as in loss; in“the
‘middle section, one and a half times as many miscues
resulted in no loss in cohprehension as in loss; and in
the last section, approximateiy an equal number of her
miscues resulted in no loss of compreliension as in loss
of comprehénsion. |

\ The miscue behavior of Margaret is reported in

Table 7.

Group Means for the Total Text

Table 8 summarizes the mean miscue categories for

the three proficient and the three remedial readers. All
, :

figures based on miscues for the total text will be dis-

cussed below. The section following will analyze the data
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TABLE 7

MISCUE BEHAVIOR OF MARGARET

Portion of text

1/3 2/3 3/3 Total

Miscues 47 43 68 158

MPHW 6.1 6.3 9.0 . 7.3

Substitutions - - -—- 70.2%

Graphic similarity

High 65.6% 46.9% 61.7% 58.5%

Low 12.5 18.8 14.9 15.3

None , 21.9 34.4 23.4 26.1

Phonemic similarity _

High 62.5 43.8 59.6 55.8

Low 15.6 25.0 21.3 20.7

None 21.9 31.2 '19.2 23.4

Grammatical -

function -

Same ' 68.8 59.4 74.5 68.4

Different : 26.0 40.6 21.3 27.9
< Indeterminate 6.3 0.0 4,3 3.6

Grammatical

S relationships

Strength - . 7~ 55.3 39.5 42.6 45.6

Partial strength_ 10.6 16.3 14.7 13.9

Weaknecss ) . 31.9 - 37.2 32.4 33.9

Overcorrection 2.1 7.0 10.3 7.0

Comprehension . '

No loss 66.0 51.2 36.8 49,4

Par;ial loss 10.6 14.0 23.5 17.1

Loss 23.4 34.9 39.7 33.5
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of miscues over the varying portions of the text.

Every reader in Group R madé more miscues than did
anyone in Group P with the mean number of miscues 'for
Group R being 175 as compared to 132 for Groqp’P. The
percentage of miscues that were substitutions was essen-
tially equal in both groups (Group R, 71.5%; Group P,
74.0%). .

A comparison of utilization of phonemic (sound)
cues andlgréphic cues within the groups indicates that the
R group did not rely on one of these cueing systems in
preference to the other whike the P group showeé hoder—
ately gréater strength in use of graphic cues than of
phonemic cues. In addition, the P group showed greater
strg$gth than the R group in the use of both sound and
graphic cues. | h

Verv little difference was féund betﬁeen the
grouﬁs' use of syntactic cues as -indicated'by the per-
centages of their substitutiéns showiqg relative strength
of.grammatical function. Apprbximately 70§“of the sub-
bstitutions méde by both groups had the same graﬁmatical
function as the stimulus words.

The sdoring of miscues for graﬁmatical relation--
ships showed the P group- as having slightly greater

strength than the-R group in this respect. Seventy-three

percent of the P group's substitutions as compared to 64%

-~

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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of the R group's substitutions sﬁowed'fﬁll or parﬁlal
strength for grammafical'relationshipsﬁ Both groups
showed a 25% loss as regards comprehension and, con-
versely, a similar level of strength on this measure.
Interestingly, in spitelbf only a small difference in the
groups on the measure of grammatical function and compre-
hension, the P group gave a slight but discernibly:
stronger_indication of comprehension as judged by their

retelling scores (Taple 9). 3

Group Means for the Varying
Portions’ of the Text

In order to determine whether the subjects' pro-
-files were uniform or tended to show any’patternszof
change during the course of oral reading, the .selection
was divided into three equal parts prior to scoring.  This
5reakdown is shown in Table 8.

The mean number of MPHW made by both groups was

(2
]

found to increase with each sdcceéding segment of the text
with Group R showing a greater tendency than Group P ig
this réspect. Group R had a greater mean number of mis-
cues than Gtodp P'in all three sections. Both groups
showed lower gréphic and)phonemic acceptability of substi-
tutions in the second segment than in the first aﬁd third
segments. Here, too, the gfeater”étrength of the P group

was observed in all three sections.
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TABLE ' 9

RETELLING

SCORES FOR

GROUP R AND GROUP P

Group R Score Group T Score
Linn 58 Nancy 57
“«Lisa 65 Cathy 72
Margaret 48 Linda 65
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The measurement of grammatical identity»of sugsti~
tutions with stimulus .words (grammatical fﬁnctlon) was
found to reveal a difference between the groups. The'R
group was exceedingly consistent with'70 to 71% of their
substitutions in each third of the te%t‘ﬁaving the same
grammatical function as the text words. The P group, on
the other hand, showed a marked decline»froﬁ 81% in the
first segment to 62% and 66% in the second and third sed-
_ ments, respectively. It should be noted that the mean
grammatical function scores for the whole test was the
same for bot%lgroﬁps.

On the measure of full strength of grammatical
relationshibs, both groups exhibited a gradual decline
aftér the first third of the reading. The combined scores
of full and partial strength also shdwed-a slight decline
as the test progressed with Group R having its lowest
score in the last third and Group P showing a marked dip
in the second third.

Croup R consistently made 10-12% dVercorrection&,
whereas Group P made 4.7, 11.1, and 3;5% in the three pbr—
tions of the text. “ o

Alﬁhough the-errall mean test score for no loss of
compreﬁension was higher for Group R than‘Group P, the -
‘retardéd readers showed a marked and steady decrdase on

this score as the test progressed. This was accompanied

5
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by a stead§ increase in full loss of comprehension. The P
group, after showing a slight decline in the'no logs catef
"gory following the first'segment, demonstrated a hiéh

level of constancy for all comprehension scofes throughout

“

the test.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CbNCLUSIONS, AND DISCUSSION

Summarz

The purpose of this study was to determine through
the use of the RMI whether qualitative differences in
strategies used during oral reading could be discerned
between proficien;uand retarded readers that had been
judged to be reading atfthe same level bylthé'Gaﬁes—
MacGinitie Reading Test.

Several aspects of reading behavior, as studied by
analysis of miscues, seemed to differ between the retarded
and proficient readers. As has beeﬁimentiqned,earlier,
the small number (three)®of subjects-in each group p£;—
cludes a statistical comparison of. their performances.

The follbwing_discussion'of the.observations méde also

does not give adequéte weight to the considerable vari-

ability observed within the groups.

Discussion and Conclusions

The most obvious difference between the groups was
that Group R made substantially more mfécues than Group P.
This is of some interest in light of the fact that the

members of both groups had been determined to have equai

y : 66
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reading proficiency on the basis of a standardized silent
reading test, the Gates-MacGinitie. In aadition, although
both groups made increasingly more miscues as they pro-.
ceeded through the oral reading, the magnitude and rate at
which this incréaéé occurred was conspicuously greater
amdng the retarded readers. The increased commission of
miscues by the R group was accompanied by % decline in
grammatical felationship and comprehension scpres and an
increase in observable signs of wordeby-word reading such
as finger-po%nting, single-word regjzgsions,.and overcor- .
rection. These results, along with the obseérvation that
there was no decrement'in strength of graphic, phonemic,
and grammatical function as the Group R miscug rate
increased, suggest that these readers, when pgssibly
fatigued or frustrated, may rely more heavily.on'the
simpler, mechanical strategies (graphic,,phonemic, and
grammatical function) than on strategies based on more
sophisficated'semantic and syﬁtactiq cueing_syétems. .This
may be so iﬁ spite of-the data indicating thaf theywdo not
use the less complex cueing sYstems as efficiently as the
-Plgroup or an& more effectiveiy tﬁéﬁ they tgem;elves used .
the more complex stratégieé during the first third of thé
teét. The much more gradual increase in miscues made by
the.P group in successive segments of the oral reading was

i

not accompanied by any striking changes in scores for

a
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grammatical relationsﬁip or comprehension. There was,
/
however, an irregular decrement in the use of grammatical
/
function and phonemd—grapheme cues.
. {
{
!
The general increase in miscues and decrease in
!
grammatical relati&nships of the miscues observed in suc-

i

cessive‘stages offthe oral reading in this study do not
agree with sever%& reports in ﬁhe literature. /Menosky
(1971) observed Lhat fourth—érade readers made(less mis=-
cues and the onés they made had greater syntactic accept-
ability in Ehe/iast three quarters of an orally read pas-
sage és compa;gd to the first quarter.

Y. Gqédman (1967), working with first—gréders,
observed higéer miscue rates by the slower readers with
shorter pasfages than 'longer ones. She concluded that thé
short pass%ges did not allow these students to take ade=-

. quate adV?gﬁage éf'cﬁes from the story-line, style of the

/
author, #nd greater likelihood of redundancy in longer

passageg( The above situation was not true of the more
proficﬁé?t Feaders who made miscues at a greater r;;g in
long p#ssages]than in short ones. Thls.apparent»paradox
may b% explained by the following possibilities. The
slow%} readers, in progressing from shért texts to lenger
one a were going from passages heavy with “"primerese" and

light on content of interest to passages of greater inter-

est written in language more similar to their own. The



j ’
‘average readers, on the other hand, when.progressing from
shorter to longér passages,'were confronted with texts
thét were primarily of greater difficulty (new vocabulary
and more complex sentence stfucture).

Differences between the grouﬁs, such as the
greater number of miécues made by the R group and that

i - group's greater consigtency in grammatical;functioé
scores, may reflect some aspects of the classroom activi-
ties of the two groups. For inétance, the P group spendq'

 more time feading aloud in their third-grade classrooms
than does the R group in fifth- and sixtﬁ—grade class-
rooms. In addition, the R group, as a function of the
level of language arts lessons in their classrooms, may be

" - more gonsciouslyWSWare of parts of speech than the third-
graders,

As has bgen mentioned eariier, there were severai
aspects of the R‘group's performance indicatiVe'of their
focus béing centered on single words as opposed to clauses
or phrases. The R group overcorrected 11.1% of their misj
éues (as compared to 6.3% for the P group). .Excessive
overcorrection ‘has been’observed £o"occu£\mére common ly
among "low" first- and foﬁrth—grade readers as compared
to "high" readers in the same grades (Clay, 1968; Y. Good-

man, 1967; Menosky, 1971; Weber, 1970a) -and is regarded as

%k characteristic of word-by-word readers \Burﬁe, 1573;
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-

Y. Goodman & Burke, 1972a; Menosky, 1971). 1In addition,
tﬁe R group‘appeared to make more single-word reéressions
than the P group and were more préne to exhibit finger-
pointing. These, too, are behaviors associated with
regard of the single word as the reading unit of concern
(Y. Goodman & Burke, 1972a). .

Another observation in this study that does-not
support previous findings concerns the relative use of
graphic and phonemic cues. Although the P.gfoup showed
greater strength than the R group, neither gro@p showed
any preference for one cueing éystem over the o;ﬁer.
Numerous studies have reported greatér utilization of
graphic cues than phonemic cues by readérs at various
grade levels (Burke, 1973; Goodman &“Burke, 1969; Y. Good-
man, 1967; Menosky, 1971).

| The general weakness in retelling p formance ffor’
both groups in this study is not unlike the finding of
Menosky (l97l),lthat all of her Subjecté (grades.2,‘4, 6,
and 8) were weak in making inferences and drawingvéonclu—
sions dﬁring reteliiﬁg. In fact, this has been a geﬁeral
finaing of all the studies that have used ‘either éhe EMT
or the Goodman Taxonomy. The generality of this finding
may be that hﬁalpassageé used for ﬁiscpe analysis are, by

design, selected on the basis that théy are sufficiently

difficulﬁ to generate an adequate number of miscues.
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Faced with this level of challenge to their reading
abilities, fhe subjects may not be able to give very much
attention té story-line, continuity, character develop-
ment, or subplots.

In‘conclusion, both groups made at least moderate
use of all queing systems bu£ differences between both

individuals and groups lend credence to the possibility of

the use of the RMI as a diagnostic tool.

e

Suégesfions for Further Research

There are sufficient indications from the present

study that further examination of the RMI as a diagnostic

—

tool is warranted. Several experimentai designs would be
I

needed to Verify and/or, enlarge on the findings presented

here. Thé present design should be replicéted with a

v

larger and more heterogeneous sample if generalizations
about differences between retarded and proficient readers

are to be made.
rd

) In order to determine whether the RMI is suffi-

cienély broad and sensitive as a diagndstic tool, a study
comparing the RMI and the'Goodman Taxonomy as applied to.
réfarded‘readerg would be useful.v

If either the RMI or the Goodman Taxonomy is to be

T

regarded as a useful diagnostic tool, longitudinal studies

that include efforts directed at specific remediation of

individual weaknesses will have to be done.
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"My Brother Is a Genius" from Adventures Now and Then

Character Analysis

geoall——]B points

Author-~older brother

Andrew

Mother

‘Father

Mr. Barnaby

Miss Brown

Theme--20 points

Things don't always-turn out as you expect them to.

. Plot--20 points-

Development--15 points

Bright, high school student
who studies while baby-sit-
ting for his baby brother.

Precocious baby who is a
genlus

Proud parents of Andrew and
the author.

Very busy and nerveus TV
executive, ’

r. Barnaby's secretary.

Keeps- telling everyone that
Mr. Barnaby is busy.

(4

1. The older brother thlnks of idea for an original
'Engllsh project involving his baby brother. r-

2. The older brother presents. his plan and manipulates
things so that Andrew is usex in the advertisement.

[

3. Complications develop.

Will the older brother be able

to. successfully use Andrew in his project!.

Events--30 p01nts

1. The older brother is forced to baky sit for Andrew}

2. The older brother reads aloud the words for his Eng-

lish test. , Andrew falls asleep while he reads words

from the dlctlonary that begin with S.

[y

3. Wh le Andrew is. sleeplng, the older brother gets an
~ idea for an original project which he hopes will get
him an. award in his Engllsh class



4.

w

10.

11.

12.
13.

14,

. 15,

16.
17.

18.

sleep by reading words beginning with S.

88

The next day, the <lder brother goes to school and
calls the local tolov151on station during lunch-
time.

Aftcer school, he visits Mr. Barnaby in his office and
presents nis idca of u51ng a typical baby for an advel—
tisement.

The older brother persuades Mr. Barnaby to use Andrew
as thie typical baby. s

Mr. Barnaby decides to visit Andrey at his home to
see if he is typical.

Mr. Barnaby visits the home that evening ‘and decides
that Andrew is indeed the typical baby.

Plans are made with the parents to be at the televi-
sion studio a week from Saturday to do a "live" com-
mercial. ,

The older brother continues to study his word defi-
nitions aloud for his English test while babpy sitting
for Andrew. He feels that this is a good way to make
tlme pass qulckly

The day of the program arrives but the older brother
discovers that Andrew is a genlus. Andrew can say
"big" words.

The big brother tries to -locate. Mr. Barnaby by phone
to inform him but-is unsuccessful.

The family arrives at the station and is rushed into
the studio.

Andrew is put into a crib and the program is about to
start when Mr. Barnaby discovers that Andrew is a
genius. . ' o

The older brother gets a dictionary and puts Andrew?to

k]
-

The show goes on,
Andrew wakes up at the end of the program.

Mr. Barnaby herds the iamlly but of the studio onto
the street giving Father a check.
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19. Mother is proud that Andrew -is not typical and Father
appreciates the check which w1ll ‘be used for Andrew's
college education.

20. The older brother feels quite certaln that he will wan
the prize for the most original project.

. .
A




APPENDIX C

SAMPLE SCORING SHEET



91

_ ' | bare 2D
1106 control room, and there was a blare of {[music. At

first 1
1107 thought the n@ise would wake Andrew, but he went
. on |

o Sss _
‘llOQJ sleeping. The S's had done it.

1109 . ; I don't remember what Mr. Barnaby said during
) -ﬁn J‘ 3 ) - C ‘ :
@\ 4.¢.JC\(‘<| Ithe

‘fF‘IQ\/|-— .
1110 televised program But I remember the cameras
" : moving ’

J1111 close to the crib and Mr. Barnaby bending over and
z ) |
saying.

1112 . soothing things to Andrew--but not too loudly.

. - There

1113 were tea:s iniMr.,Barnabﬁzg)eyes as he finished

§ hlS speech. a
. bare
1114 His voice was: swallowed up in a‘lpud blare of

- !

"Rock-a-by
’ . ‘)Sdﬁ‘ ) . v
1115 Baby," which woke Andrgav%x but by then .the =Zrooram
‘.was ) N X
1116 over, anyway. 415
1117 | " Mr. Barnaby took us out of the studiq:)clear

to 'the front .

T, 1118 door, patting his face with a large handkerchief. "
_“ L ifWhen - |

€ : .
- 1119 we’ffre out on the streetQ I saw that my mother
) S - .

<

¢



1120

1121

1122

.1123

1124

1125

92

wassHEd cve
Tn >€veEens

4o call

broadly. /"It serves him right for calling a child

of mine

typical," she said.

My fathevr/was) folding the check Mr, Barnaby

had giwven | ’ :
him. i"This will make a rice start on paying for

wndrew's
\
college educatiog&" he said.

he needs
sat d
one," he added.
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ABSTRACT

This study used the Reading Miscue Inventory
(RMI), an abbreviated derivation of the Goodman taxonomy
of Reading Miscues, to examine and compare the reading
strategies used by proficient (Group P) and retarded
(Group R) readers, both of which were reading at the
fourth-graﬁe level. Thé intent of the study was to deter-
mine whether qualitative differences in the reading strat-

. {

egies, of these two groups of three students, could be
discerned by the RMI.

As was expected, differences between groups were
observed and described although the size of the groups was

too small to permit statistical evaluation of these dif- L

ferences. a

ES A}
Group R made more miscues and showed less effi-

cient use of graphic and phonemic cueé. During the read-
ing of the first‘third of the text, the R group showed
strength in the hse of syntactic and semantic cues equal
to or greater than that of the P group. In the‘successive
segments of the text, the R group's use of these cueing
systems declined markedly, wiereas the P group's use of
these cues was relatively constant throughout the reading.
The pogsible implications of these findings are diséuségd.

The differences observed between groups and
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individuals indicate that the RMI deserves development as
a diagnostic tool with utility in the area of reading

remediation.

Nz



VITA

Name: Deborah P. Brody

Address: 57 Long View Drive, Green Brook, New Jersey b8812

Educational Backgrournd:

High School: Bayonne High School
Bayonne, New Jersey
Junc 1954

College: Rutgers University, Newark Colleges of
Arts and Sciences
Newark, New Jersey

B.A., June 1958, in Psychology-Sociology

Professional Certificerion:
New Jersey: - Elementary, Grades K-8

|
Professional Experience:

1958-1959: Fifth-Grade Teacher
School Number 35
Jersey City, New Jersey

1959~-1961 Fifth-Grade Teacher ’
Oakwood Avenue School
Orange, New Jersey

1970- Reading Specialist
- Somerset and East End Schools
North Plainfield, New Jersey

/

N T : \

L . “r




COURSE WORK FOR MASTER'S DEGREE IN READING )

Rutgers University

Cources in Special Field (Reading)

299:561 - Foundations of Reading

299:564 Remedial Reading .

299:565 Remedial Redding Laboratory

299:566 Seminar in Reading Research and
Supervision

299:599 Mastér's Thesis Research

Courses in Education Outside Special Field

290¢501 ‘Introduétion to Educational Tests
and Measurements

290:514 Introduction to Adolescent and
Young Adult

290:525 Psychology of Exceptional Children

290:540 Introduction to Learning

610:581 Reading Materials for Children

Purdue University, September 1967-June 1968
| M.A. 598  Number Systems

M.A. 523 Foundations of Remedial Reading

st . - ————

, Instructor
=

'Fry and

Mountain
Fry
Zelnick’

Kling

Kling

Geyer
Montare

Holowinsky.
Cox

Van Orden

Jensen

Ray




